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FROM  :     Prigitte  Orent,  Research  D"1  vision 

TO:       Sid  Hodges,  Programming  Division 

SUBJECT:   How  much  renewal  action  is  required  in  Boston  in 
order  to  reduce  or  eliminate  substandard  housing? 

At  what  rate  is  the  city  deteriorating? 

A.   Propositions: 

1.   The  rate  of  deterioration  for  units  built  in  a 
given  time  period  is  accelerating  and  not  con- 
stant,  In  other  words,  a  house  deteriorates 
faster  as  it  gets  older,. 

Problem :   No  census  correlates  age  and  sub- 
standard condition  so  that  the  per  cent  of 
units  b"f  any  given  age  'oeriod  which  are  sub- 
standard has  had  to  be  estimated  * 

So   In  order  to  establish  a  rate  you  need  to  measure 
the  change  in  similar  items  between  two  dates. 

Problem;   The  only  two  censuses  giving  in.-* 
formation  on  housing,  1940  &  1950,  have  sig- 
nificantly different  definitions  of  sub- 
standard so  that  the  item  "needing  major  re- 
pairs" in  1940  cannot  be  compared  with  "dila- 
pidated" in  1950  to  determine  a  rate.* 

,r'hen  this  is  attempted,  the  rate  of  increase 
of  substandard  units  (1500  per  year  for  ten 
years)  if  carried  backward,  theoretically 
would  have  no  substaiToraro!~"units  in  Boston 
prior  to  1923  -  obviouslv  not  so.   (19,000 
in  1940  needing  major  repairs;   deduct 
1500/yr.;   in  twelve  years  no  substandard). 

^"No  reliable  data  have  been  obtained  to  compare  the  relationship 
between  t'-^e  'major  repairs'  category  and  the  'dilapidated'  cate- 
gory. However,  it  is  the  opinion  of  a  number  of  qualified  hous- 
ing economists  that  the  1950  concept  of  'dilapidation'  will 
generally  provide  a  smaller  count  of  poor  housing  than  the  1940 
concept  of  'major  repairs.'  The  two  terms  differ  significantly, 
and  the  1940  and  1950  results  on  condition  are  not  comparable." 

1950  United  States  Census  of  Housing,  Massachusetts, 
General  Characteristics,  p.  IX. 
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2.      There   is    a   relationship  between  age    and 
substandardness, 

a.  This    relationship  is   assumed  in  the   Report 
Of  the   Urban  Renewal   Study   Board  to  Mayor 
D'Alesaridro,    Jr.,    Baltimore,   Maryland,    Sep- 
tember '  1956.       ("This   Report    and  its  Appendix 
were   guides   to   this    study;      but   the "method 
employed  in  the   Report   can  be   used   only   from 
1950   forward,    while   the   method  outlined  be- 
low may  be    applied   from  any   starting  ooint 
in  time). 

b.  Clearly   other   factors   in   addition   to   obsol- 
escent  or  deficient   buildings   determine   blight: 
incompatible   land  uses,    inadequate    community 
facilities,    deficient    street   patterns,    over- 
crowding  of    '■he   land,    etc.      In  this    study   only 
substandard   ^".veiling a   were   considered. 

c.  Furthermore,    not    all   old   dwellings   are    sub- 
standard;     ir.'.e    percentages   in  Table   I    reflect 
this    fact,      "r'<netheless,    older  ones   tend  to 
be   more   de  wwi'i  orated  than   newer  ones. 

d.  Finally,    fer.r ._ j   good   information   on   the   age 
of  dwellings    is    available    in   the    1940   census. 

B.     Method  used  to  develop  Table^  1 1 Total  number  of 

Dwelling  < ' nits  &  Substandard  Units   with  NO  RENEWAL  ACTION . 

(Essentially  the    cohort- survival   method   applied  to  houses 

i 
instead  of  school   children), 

1.      The    smarting  point   was   the    age   distribution   given 
in  the   1940   census.    Since    87.2$  of  the   total"  du's 
reported  year  built,    the   not-reporting  units 
(26,500)    have   been   distributed   in  proportion   to 
the    frequency   of   those    reporting. 

Despite   Twichell's    comment: 

"Ag3    of  dwellings    (year  built)   has   been   incompletely   reported   in 
most   rrei.s,    is   of  uncertain   accuracy   at   best,    and  in   some   placet 
has  been   found  to  have   little    correlation   with   other  problems." 
Alan  Twichell,    "Measuring  the   Quality   of  Housing"   p. 22,    in  Urnar. 
Redevelopment  :      Problems  &   Practices,    ed.    Coleman  Woodbury,    lyb'ii'. 


-3- 

2.  Figures   were   rounded  to   the   nearest   100   and   then 
all   age   brackets   were   reduced  by   a  100   to   bring 
the    total    closer  to   the    actual    (census)    total   of 
211,500. 

3.  The    only  empirical    clue   to   the   per  cent    of  dwell- 
ings  deteriorated   for   a  given   age   period  was   de- 
rived  as    follows:      ^rom  the   1950   census   it    was 
possible   to   select    census   tracts    (19   in   all)    in 
which  50^   or  more    of   the  units   were   built   1920   or 
later. 

Tke  ,me ^ ftn   anc^  av®Pag:e   Per  cent    "dilapidated 
and/or  n6  private   bath"    for  these   nineteen   tracts 
was   1.3^  and  3.4^,    respectively. 

4.  The   per  cents    deteriorated   for  the   given   age 
periods   were    "fudged  in,"   with   only   the    above    clue 
as   a  guide,    so   t'rat   the    total   number  of  deteriorated 
units   in   1940    a.i  j  1950   approximated  the   number 
given  in  the    cfc---is   as    "Feeding  major   reoairs" 
(1940   Census:      !'J,1<),  "dilapidated"    (1950   Census 
15.5^)    in  the    r  '.oective   years. 

This    "fudging"    jook  into   account   the    accelerating 
aspect    of  dete.; -li  ration. 

The   percent   d.e\,<-:  •.'j.r>rated  in  1940  &  1950   according 
to  Tyble   I,    12,  ' ■-,   ard  16 /K  respectively,    is 
slightly  higher    -nui   the    census   percentages,    there- 
fore,   a   slight]./  higher  standard   of  deterioration 
is    reelected  in   the   Table    than  in   the    censuses. 

5.  Conversions   were    added,    1,000   each   decade    in   each 
of   four   age   brackets:      20    -    30;-    30    -   40;      40-r0; 
50-60 c      4000/decade   was   based   on    an   aversg--1   number 
of  400   '.'.egal   conversions   per  year  1952-1957, 

5.      Demolitions  were   based  on    an   average    annual, of  800 
plus   50   legal    reverse    conversions  1952-1957°     : 
(850   x  10  years    =   8,500   per  decade).      Based   o.,i  es- 
timates  in   Baltimore,    45$  of  t^ese   vail   be    io^ 
capital   improvements    (including  public  housing) 
and  54^  will  be   for  redevelopment    clearance,      Only 
the    former  46^  were    removed   from  the   housing   s\,ock 
in   thi'i    analysis    (3.-940  per  decade)    since    the   pur- 
pose    Vl   zhe    analys:  s   was   to  _de  te  rmine~  the    ctli0r 
54%,    i    3.,      how  manv    i-i  list    be    cleared  for   reTcU-TveTopmeu' 

l   revere-,    .onversio.i   changes    a   dwelling    from  a  residential    to    a 
;  on -residential   use. 

'rojections    for   demolitions,    new  construction,    conversions,    and 
'everse    conversions    are   based   on  the    activity   in  these    categories 
952-1957,    obtained   from  Boston  Building  Department    records. 
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The   3,900  were   deducted   from  the   last  three    age 
brackets   -  1300  each  per  decade. 

7.  9,000   dwelling  units   were   added  on  the    top    for 
new  construction.      This   assumes   that  levels   of 
prosperity   and   construction  will   continue   as 
they  have   the  past   five  years.      (Average   annual 
new  construction  1952-1957:890) 

8.  Beginning  with  1940,    dwellings   in  each  age  brack- 
et  were   brought    forward  or  carried  backward,    sub- 
tracting  demolitions    and   adding  new  construction 
and  conversions    for  the  years   after  1940   and  re- 
versing  the   procedure   for  the  years   before   1940. 

9.  The   total  number  of  dwelling  units    for  the   period 
1900-1930   can  be   estimated  by   dividing   the   total 
population    for  these    census  years  by   an  estimated 
number  of  persons  per  dwelling,    as    follows: 

1900   -   5.0  persons 

1910   -   4,5    " 

1920   -   4.3    " 

1930      -      4.0        " 
These   estimates    are    indicated  in  parentheses   on 
Table   I. 

10.  "Dwellings  built   before   1860"   is   an   open-ended 
category.      In  1900   some   in   this    category   were 
only  40  years   old.-      thus   the   per  cent   deterior- 
ated in  this   category  has   been   adjusted   for  the 
years   before   1940. 

II.        How  many   dwellings  will   require    special   treatment? 

A.      Propositions: 

1,      Dwellings   which  are    substandard   and  over  70  years 
old   should  be    demolished'.4 

The  National  Housing  Agency  pamphlet  Housing   Costs,    1944,    refers 
to  40  years    as    a"  reason  able    average   effective   life"    of  homes 
(p. 27)    but    adds   that    "...    we   have,    on  the    average    over  the   past 
century,    been  producing  houses  which  have    an   actual   physical  life 
of  from  60  to  80  years,    unless   unusual   maintenance   measures    are 
taken."       (p.    29)      The   Housing   and  TTome   Finance  Agency  pamphlet 
How  Big  Is   The   Housing   Job,    1951,    suggests   that   the  number  of 
dwelling  units    requiring  replacement   is    roughly   comparable    to   the 
number  of   dwelling  units  75  years   old  or   over." 

Report    of  the  Urban  Renewal   Study   Board  to  Mayor  D'Alesandro, 
Baltimore,   Maryland,    September,    1956.      p.    21 
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2.  Dwellings  which  are  substandard  and  less  than  70 
years  old  should  be  rehabilitated. 

3.  All  dwellings  which  are  not  substandard  should  be 
conserved. 

Methods  used  to  develop  Table  II:   Dwelling  units  by  type 
of  Treatment 

Ne  e  de  d . 

1.  Table   II    was   developed   from  Table   I.      An   example 
will  best    Illustrate  how  the    figures   were    obtained; 
note    that   deterioration   is    cumulative;      that   is, 

by   the    time   houses    are    20-20   years    old   3^  will    have 
deteriorated*      If   some    of  these    substandard  units 
are   patched  up  before   this    age   period,    less   will   be 
substandard  f 

2 .  Example ; 

Age    Period    ,  Remarks 

1    -   10. ....  .Moving    on    a   diagonal,-    begin   with   the 

8,800   units   built    In   1940,      None    de- 
teriorate   in   the    first,    decade. 

10   -  20...,,. S3   of  the    3,800   deteriorate    In   this 
decade,    but    are    rehabilitated  in   the 
1950' s.       rhus    8,800    standard  units 
plus   1,000   conversions  move    on   to   the 
1950' s. 

20   -   30 Of   these   9,800  units   88  havo   already 

been"  patched  up,    leaving    (294-38)    206 
to  be    rehabilitated  in  the   1960's. 

30   -   40 Add  1,000    for    conversions.      6<  of  the 

10,300   units   would  be   bad  if  nothing 
had  been   done   heretofore,    but   38   and 
205   have    already  been  treated;      this 
leaves    (643    -   38   -   206    =    354)    354   units 
to  be   treated  in  the   1970' s. 

40-50;50-60; 50-70  Same    process. 

70-80 Since    substandard   dwellings   70  years 

old   and   older  are   to  be    demolished, 
these   deteriorated  units   were    sub- 
tracted  from  the   total   supply   in  that 
age   bracket   passing   on   to  the   next 
decade . 

30   and  over.. The    total   number  in   this    category  was 

obtained,    for  example    -   16,800   in  1950, 
by  adding  10,300    and  16,400    (those   70- 
30,    and  80  years    and  over  in   the   pre- 
vious  decade)    and   subtracting  the    sub- 
standard  dwellings    of  the   1940 's  1,650 
and  3,200   which  were    demolished. 
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II.      The   Current   Picture 

A.      Vhat   has  happened  up  to   1953? 

1.  Assume  nothing  done   in  1940' s:      then  by  1950, 

15,814        units  needed  to  be   rehabilitated 
20,510  "  "  "      "    demolished 

54, 524  n  were   deteriorated 

(this   corresponds    roughly   to   the   55,000 
dilapidated   and/or  no  private   bath  in 
1950  census) . 

2.  1950-1953 

a.  Demolition 

20,.u;?0   :\eed   to  be    demolished  1950 
minus        S._j-C3    (300   du's   derju/yr*) 
14".  713   need   to  be    dem'.    1953 

b.  Rehabilitation 

15.814   need   to   be    rehabilitated 
minus        5 , 0 00 

8;,  814  need   to  be    rehabilitated  1958 

(10,000  Federal   public   housing 
units   in   Boston.      Assume   1:1 
ratio   construction    for  demolished. 
Assume   half  the    destroyed  units 
were    from  the    "to  be    demolished" 
category   amd  half   from  the    "to  be 
rehabilitated"    category). 

c.  New  Additions 

222,000  units  1950 

10,400    "    added  (av.  annual  of  900  new  con- 
252,400  st ruction  and  400  added  by 

conversion) 

5.   "1958  Picture" 

252,400  units 

8,814  need  to  be  rehabilitated 
14,110   "     "   "  demolished 

Note:   This  does  not  take  into 
account  units  becoming  substandard 
1950-58.  The  "1960  Picture"  picks 
them  up,  however. 
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B.      "The   1950   Picture" 

Total  225,000    (232,400   plus   1300    for  two  years= 

Conservation  191,470  235,000) 

Rehab.  17,200    (8,314  plus   9,105   =   17,919)See 

1     Table   II,    I960 
Demol.  25,330      (14,110   plus    12,220    =   25,330) 

See   Table   II,    I960. 

Since   no   special   action  programs  will   probably   ta!ce   place 
in  the   next   two  years  beyond  normal   rehabilitation   and 
demolition    (assumed  1,000/year   for  each   category),    there 
will   be    a  hold-over  into  the   1960-1970   decafe   as    follows „ 

Rehabilitation     15:200 

Demolition  24^3  30 

How  deteriorated    -;hculd  Bostor   be? 
Alternative    tvercy-     and   fort^  -  year  programs. 

A.  Total    future   i:-\r?ntory 

tsoimated  population:      750.00.) 

(1950:      801,444) 
Estimated  perscrs  per   dwelling  unit:      3,0 

(1950:      3,1) 
Total   number  of  duelling  units    required:      250,000 

(1950:      222.-047) 

fhis   projection   applies   to   all    six  of  the    following 
programs. 

B.  Twenty  year  programs    (1980) 

1.      Action    required  in   order   to  have   no   deteriorated 
units  by  1980. 

a.      Treatment   required  by  decades: 

1960-7Q         1970-80    by  1980 

Total   du's  235,000(a)  246,575          250,000 

Conservation  170,827  213,493 

Rehabilitation  23,113                          6,447 

Demolish  41,060  26,635 

Addition^)  11, 575(c)                 11,575 

Notes: 

(a)      Introducing  this   "real"   total   in  place    of  the 
212,000    indicated  on  Table   II   for  1950   should 
modify  the    rehabilitation   and  demolition  cate- 
gories.    This  has  not  been   done    -  not   worth  it. 


■*  '  ■  "  t. 


»..» 
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Notes   Cont'd. 

(b)      In   all   the    following  tables,    "addition"    refers 
to  units   which  must   be    added  in   addition   to  the 
12,000  units    added  to   the   housing   stock  by  nor- 
mal market    operations   each  decade.       (900   by  new 
construction;      400  by   conversion:      annually). 
Thus,    altogether  24,575  units  must   be    aided  to 
the   existing   stock  each   decade.      The   12,000 
have   been   taken   into   account    in   developing 
Tables   I    and  II. 

Remember:-      "addition"   means   units   beyond   "normal1 
market   operations. 


(c) 


By   1980  we   will  be   46,260  units    short   of  250,000 
if  all  units  requiring   rehabilitation   or  demoli- 
tion  are    treated  by  that   time.       (250,000-205, 640^ 
46.-230)      3y   using  225,000   instead   of  211,790    as 
a  total   Inventory  in  1960   we    are   22,210   ahead   of 
schedule,      46,260  minus   23,210    -  22,150  units 
which  need  to  be    added  in   addition   to  normal 
market   operations   to  get   250,000  units  by  1980. 


b .      A. 

inual   tre  atiaen 
I960 -70 

t: 

0<4 

1980, 
1970^30 

Conservation 

Rehabilitation 

Demolition 

Add. 

170,82';' 

CJ  n  o.  -  J- 

4J106 
1,157 

212,492 

644 

2,662 

1,157 

S  b  s  ady 

20- yr. 


program 
period 


192,150 
1,477 
3,284 
1,157 


These   two   decades   can  be    added   and  divided  by  20 
to  make    a   steady  program  for  t^e   20-year  period. 
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2.      Action   required  in   order   to  have    only   5°t  of  the   dwell- 
ing units   in  1 9 30   deteriorated. 

a.      Treatment    required  by   decades 

1960-70       1970-00      1980 


Total   du'3 

£S5\000 

246,575 

250,000 

Consv . 

179,190 

217,645 

227,500 

Rehabilitation 

20.010 

5,240 

1,500 

Demolition 

25,800 

22,690 

11,000 

Add. 

6,215 

8,620 

;es 


a.  12,500    (5<)    need  not   be    treated  by  1980. 

97 s 200    (needing  treatment   in  Program  1)   minus 
12,500   =   84 , 700   that   need   to  be   treated.      Divided 
proportionately    (see   Program  1) 

Reb;      22        6)      o;ives   the    above    distribution 
Dem:      41      27 )       3 

b.  Add.:       (1)    41,060   -   25,800    (whafc    .should  have   been 
minus  what    actually  was   demolished)    z   5,260    (in 
need   of  demo,    but    still   used) 

11,575   -   5,260   =   6,215    (new  construction  needed 
minus   units  not    demol.    =  units   needed) 


(2)   26,625  -  22,690  =   2,945 
11,575  -   2,945  =   8,620 


Steady 
Program 

198,410 

1,262 

2,974 

747 


b.     Annual 

treatment : 

5<. 

,    1980. 

1930-70 

1970-80 

Consv . 

Rehabilitation 
Demolition 
Add. 

179,190 

2,001 

2,580 

621 

217,645 

524 

2,269 

862 
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Action  required  to  hold  the   line    at   15°^  of  the    dwelling 
units   in   1980   deteriorated. 


a.      Treatment    required  by   decades 


Total  du's 

Conservation 

Rehabilitation 

Demolition 

Add 


J9P-0-70 

225,000 

19 5 , 600 
14,200 
25,200 
none  (c) 


12 


•■80 


2^o,c7o 

226,-275 

2,700 

16,600 

1,540 


1980 

250,000 

212,500 

7  •  100 

20,400 


otes 


97,200   -   27,500   =   59,700   divided  proportionately: 


Rehab. 
Demo. 


22 
41 


6 
27 


b.  Add: 

(1)  41,060   -   25,200   =   15,860 
15,860  -   11,575  m     4,285 

(2)  26,835   -  16,600   -  10,025 
11,575   -   10,025    =      1,540 

c.  Instead  of  adding  12,000,    the  market  needs  to  add  only 
(12,000   -  4285)    z     3>715  in   the   decade    and  no   addition- 
al  units  need  be    added  'because   of  redevelopment. 

For  the   twenty  year  period  as   a  whole  the  market  must 
add    (8,715  plus   12,000  equals)    21,715. 


b.      Annual  Treatment:      15€,   1980 


Steady 

1 

1960-70 

1970-80 

Program 

Conservation    i 

195,600 

226,275' 

210 J  920 

Rohabilitation 

1,420 

270 

890 

Demolition 

2,520 

1,660 

2,090 

Add. 

m 

154 

77 

t      V 


-11- 


Forty-year  programs    (year  2000) 

1.      Action   required  to   have   no   deteriorated  units   by  2000. 
a.'         Treatment   required  by   decades. 

1950-70  1970-80  1980-90      1990-2000 


Total   du's 

Conservation 

Rehabilitation 

Demolition 

Add 

Notes  : 


b* 


225,000 
170,827 

<JL-  J  lJ.U' 

.41,060 
21, 483(b) 


231, 452(a)  225,123  208,888 

198,371  187,276  172,364 

6,447  4,110  2,915 

26,635  33,737  33,609 

21,483  21,483  21,483 


2000 
250,000 


209,970    (1970    total   Table    II)    *   21*483    (added 
ab ov e   marke t )    =   231,453 

250,000   -   154,068    (2000  total  Table  II)   equals 
85,932   divided  by  4    decades  equals   21,483/decade . 


b. 

Annual  Treatment ;      0^, 

2000 

Steady 

i          i 

1960-70 

1970-80 

1930-90 

1990-2000 

Program 

Conservation 

170,827 

198,371 

187,276 

172,354 

182,200 

Rehabilitation 

<C/  p  (_• _L. 

644 

411 

291 

914 

Demolition 

4,106 

2,563 

<_•  J    O  f   O 

Add 

2,148 

2,148 

2, 148 

2,148 

2,148 

Notes: 

The    three   programs    for  19p">   and  the   three    for  2000   are   not    com- 
pletely  comparable,      Since   8b0,C00  units    are    the   end  of  bobh  the 
1980   and  the   2000  programs,    Ir,    bhe   2000 -programs   the    total   inven- 
tory by  1930   is   less    ohan   -.'2r>0,G00a 

The   two   ar.nual   treatment    programs    for  0%   by  1980   ;Lnd  0C*  by  2000 
are   the    same    in    the   19t50  to  '.'..980   decades,-      The   2000  program  will 
require    action  beyond  1980  because    dwellings   continue    to   slip 
down.      At   the    sau?   time    that  planned  ana   conservation  practices 
may  improve    sufficiently   to  prevent    some    of  the   deterioration, 
standards   will   probably  have   risen  to   offset    any  gain. 


!•;:..>,.- "i  ■  \\i 
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2.      Action   r?'x3ired   in   order   to  have    only  5^  of  the    dwelling 
uni'Co   in  20CC    deteriorated 


a. 

Treatraenb 

:-:'  uired  by 

decade  £• : 

] 960-70 

1970-80 

1.990-M 

1990-2000 

2000 

tal   di. '  s 

225,000 

2  21,452 

225,123 

208,888 

250,000 

jnsv 

175,500 

r.  01,  682 

189,70.3 

174,298 

fciaoi.-i  bat 

Lon 

21,400 

5,570 

5,720 

2,790 

690 

|ae.i.  v,;ion 

28,100 

24,200 

21,700 

21,700 

11,810 

k-d 

18,522 

19,048 

19,446 

19,574 

rtes  : 

a.  171,626    (total  needing   treatment  by  2000)    minus 
12,500    =   159,126   divided  proportionately: 

Rehab.      22        6        4        2 
Demo.        41     26      22      23 

b.  Add: 
1.      41,060    -    28,100    r    2,960 

21,432    -      2,960   =18,522 

"   2.  26*635  -  24*200  »  2,455 
21,485  -  2,455  «19,048 

3.  23,727  -  31,700  =  2,037 
21,483  -   2,037  =19,446 

4.  33,609  -  21,700  =  1,909 
21,482  -   1,909  =19,574 

b.  Annual  Treatment;   5^,  2000 

Steady 
1960-70     1970-80    1980-90  1990-2000   Program 

Jnsv.  175,500  201,682  189,702  174,298  185,310 

thabilitation  2,140  557  372  279  1,511 

tonolition  3,810  2,420  3,170  2,170  3,142 

vd  1,852  1,904  1,944  1,957  1,914 
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J,     Treatment  required  in  order  to  hold  the  line  at  15$  of  the 

dwelling  units  in  2000  deteriorated 

a.  Treatment  required  by  decades 

1960-70  1970-80  1980-90  1990-2000  2000 

Total  du's              Sf^cfff*  231, 453  $mM$  "208,888  25^00 

Cons.                         1811,6:0  205,973  195,693  l80,2i|8 

i  Rehabilitation       1    ,X0  4,680  3,130  2,3^0              3,000 

!  Demolition                32,400  20,800  26,300  26,300  34,500 

Add                               12,823  15,61+8  14,, ^-6  lit,  174 

Notes : 

a.  171,626  -  37,500  =  134,126  divided  proportionately 

Rehab:   23   6   |   3 
Deny:   tj.0.  26  33  33 

b,  Add 

1.  41,060  -  32,400  =  8,660    3.  33,737  -  26,300  =  7,437 
21,483  -  8,660  =  12,823      21,483  -  7,437  =  14,046 

2.   26,635  -  20,8-0:;  =  5,835   4.  33,609  -  26,300  =  7,309 
21,483  -  5,835  =  15,648     21,483  -  7,309  =  14,174 

b»  Annual  treatment  :  15$,  2000 

1960-70  1970-80  1960-90  1990-2000  Steady 

Program 

Cons.          184- -600  205,973  195,693  180,248  191,650 

Re:-„            1,800  468  313  234  703 

Dem.,             3,240  2,080  2,630  2,630  2,645 

Add             1,282  1,564  1,404  1,417  1,417 
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VI. 

A.   Comments,  limitations,  and  criticisms. 

1.  "Deteriorated"  and  "substandard"  are  used  interchange- 

ably.  Neither  has  been  defined*   They  are  slightly 
more  liberal  definitions  of  poor  housing  than  census 
definitions  "needing  major  repairs"  (1940)  and"dil- 
apidated"  (1950). 

2.  This  study  assumes  that  the  current  census  standards 
of  the  conditions  of  housing  will  continue.   It  is 
well-known  that  standards  of  living  and  housing  have 
been  rising.   By  1980  or  2000  they  may  be  so  much 
higher  that  more  units  than  indicated  would  be  sub- 
standard.  This  is  likely  to  be  the  case  if  another 
assumption,  namely  continued  national  prosperity, 
raises  incomes  and  spending  power. 

2,   Really  the  key  to  the  whole  study  is  the  correlation 
between  age  and  substandardness .   It  was  not  possible 
to  test  this  correlation  empirically  or  statistically 
since  no  data  was  available.  The  study  assumes  the 
probability  that  an  increasing  number  of  dwelling 
units  of  any  given  total  number  will  become  deterior- 
ated as  time  passes.   This  means  that  factors  devel- 
oping with  time,  such  as  obsolescence,  are  considered 
more  significant  than  lack  of  maintenance,  for  example 

4.  Construction  activity  in  the  past  five  years  has  been 
projected  for  a  forty-year  period  when  construction 
is  known  to  be  cyclical, 

5.  Bight  and  the  extent  of  renewal  action  required  is 
more  extensive  than  individual  units.   Standard  units 
in  blocks  with  more  than  50^  of  the  units  substandard 
were  included  in  the  Baltimore  Report  in  the  total 
number  of  units  requiring  treatment.  This  study  has 
limited  itself  strictly  to  the  substandard  units 
themselves,  paying  no  heed  to  those  which  must  be  in- 
cluded in  any  renewal  program  because  of  their  prox- 
imity to  deteriorated  structures.   On  the  other  hand, 
since  this  study  is  concerned  Wrth  the  city  as  a 
whole,  the  per  centages  of  deterioration  applied  to 
age  brackets  reflect  deterioration  due  to  proximity. 
Only  in  the  analysis  of  specific  areas  would  standard 
units  need  to  be  counted  as  well. 
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6.  Any"steady  program"   may  not    achieve   the   desired  results 
because   leaving  units  which  need  treatment    untreated  in 
the   early   decades  may  mean  that   more   need   to  be    demol- 
ished in   subsequent  years   than   are    scheduled. 

7.  The  correlation  between  age  and  condition  does  not  take 
into  account  the  varying  rates  of  obsolescense  or  dura- 
bility of  different  building  materials,  dwelling  types, 
and  site  standards.  For  instance,  small,  free  standing, 
brick  dwellings  may  continue  to  be  standard  longer  than 
wooden  three-deckers  on  crowded  lots  built  in  the  same 
age   period. 

8.  Note    that   this    study   deals   in   dwelling  units    and  not 
structures.      The   number  of   structures   which  need   treat- 
ment  is   considerably   less,    of  course;      however,    non- 
residential  structures  would   also   require    renewal   action 
in   addition   to  those    containing  dwelling  units. 

9.  As   an  indication   of  the    order   of  magnitude,    there    are 


18,370  dwelling  units   in   the   Roxbury   renewal   area  of 
which  1,795  were   dilapidated   and/or  without   private 
bath  in  1950.      There    are    about   6,000   dwellings   in  the 
Geneva-Talbot    area.      Assuming   the    1800  dilapidated 
dwellings   in    the   Roxbury  area  are   70   or  more   years    old, 
their  demolition   does   not  even   take    care    of  the   annual 
demolition   required  to    reach   the    15°^  in   1980  mark. 

B.      Questions   raised  by  the    study. 

1.  What   is   the    cost    of  each   of  the    six  programs   to  the 
home-owner,    to  the   city,    to  the    Federal  government? 

The    cost    question  requires    further   study. 
But    accept,    just   to   indicate    the    order   of 
magnitude,    from  the   Baltimore   Report    (ap- 
pendix 1)    the   approximately  $4000  per  dwell- 
ing  unit   rehabilitated  or  demolished.      Then, 
for  example,    in  order  to  have   5^  deteriora- 
tion by  1930  would   cost    a  total   of  #5338, 880,000 
or  ftl7  million   annually;      5%  by   2000,    total 
$744,480,000   or  ftl8.6  million   annually. 

2,  How  would  units   be    added   to   the   housing   stock  by   other 
than  normal  market   operations? 

Does  this  mean   an   expansion   of   public  housing?     If   so, 
in  what    form,    under  whose    aegis,    etc.? 
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Vacant  baildable  land  within  Boston  is  rapidly  dis- 
appearing.  Hyde  "Park,  T,Iattapan,  and  'est  Roxbury, 
areas  in  which  new  construction  has  occurred  in  the 
last  ten  years,  will  soon  be  filled  up.   Where  will 
the  "normal  market  operations"  take  place  in  the 
future?  Is  the  projection  of  900  new  units  annually 
without  government  action  reasonable?.   Or  must  all 
new  "b°uT  1  dings  in  the  near  future  occur  in  renewal 
areas  with  subsidy? 

Furthermore,  this  quantitative  study  makes  no  refer- 
ence to  dwelling  types.   Can  the  kind  of  housing 
which  the  consumer  demands  be  built  under  "normal 
market  operations"  in  Boston  in  the  future? 

3.  what  about  all  the  usual  redevelopment  problems, e .g. 
relocation  under  such  huge  programs? 

The  relocation  load  of  any  of  these  programs 
would  be  stupendous.   "Additions"  would  absorb 
some  of  the  relocated  families;   but  on  the 
Summary  sheet,  the  annual  demolitions  are 
greater  than  the  total  additions  to  the  stock. 
The  Baltimore  Report  (p.  22)  includes  in  its 
calculations  of  the  Relocation  Load, 
du ' s  demoli she  d 
plus   reverse  conversions 
plus   10#  doubling  up  in  above  units 
plus   displacement  from  rehabilitated  units 

involving  substantial  rent  rises, 
plus   displacement  due  to  code  enforcement, 

4.  If  we  don't  carry  out  any  of  these  programs,  except 
maybe  "holding  the  line,"  what  are  the  consequences 
for  Boston? 
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Kovember  5,  1&53  discussion  with  Sid  Hodges 


1«   Although  dilapidated  units  may  be  an  adequate  measure 
in  the  aggregate  for  the  city  as  a  whole  since  the  per 
centages  of  dilapidation  should  take  care  of  all  dil- 
apidation, when  you  analyse  an  area  smaller  than  the 
whole  -  any  area  -  there  are  bound  to  be  standard  units 
requiring  demolition  because  of  their  proximity  to  sub- 
standard units 9   (In  Baltimore,  blocks  with  more  than 
5CK  of  the  units  substandard  were  considered  completely 
substandard).   Thus,  the  estimates  developed  in  this 
study,  although  valid  within  its  limitations,  are  t  oo 
low,  too  conservative  in  terms  of  the  actual  treat- 
ment that  will  be  required  in  areas  throughout  the  city. 
When  it  comes  time  for  an  action  program,  many  standard 
units  will  also  require  clearance  due  to  their  prox- 
imity to  substandard  ones. 

2.   It  is  not  wise  to  release  bits  of  information  without 

interpretation  and  apart  from  a  fully  developed  program. 
These  estimates  may  be  too  high  in  terms  of  a  realizable 
program,  they  may  be  too  low  in  terms  of  actual  need. 
The  cost  of  remedying  the  situation  may  also  seem  out 
of  all  proportion  unless  it  is  evaluated  carefully,  for 
instance,  in  light  of  the  local  contribution  that  can 
be  made  through  capital  improvements,,  etc.   We  should 
not  exnose  need  without  indicating  the  when  and  how  of 
meeting  it. 

The  federal  census  definition  of  substandard  may  also 
be  questionable  in  view  of  the  fact,  e.g.  that  in  the 
West  "5nd  2CK  of  the  units' were  defective  by  census 
definition,  when  in  the  end  actually  80-90<#  were  found 
deficient. 
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